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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to provide evidence as to- the effects of integrating 
young severely handicapped children into regular pre-school Head Start and Child 
DevelQjxnent programs. The question addressed was: can trainable mentally retarded 
children between the ages of three and eight be successfully integrated into regular 
pre-school programs? 

The research design included a pre-post test analysis on seven research instruments, 
three with parents and four with teaching staff, twfi-^evaluation instruments and 
anecdotal records. A total of fourteen trainable mentally retarded students Jogged 

0 

over 2,000 hours between November 1976 and May 1977. Sixty-five teaching staff were 
surveyed and provided valuable feedback as to the success of the integration. A 
control group was used to make behavior change comparisons/ on the individuals with 
exceptional needs. 

The results provi<ied evidence supporting the concept of integrating severely 
handicapped individuals with exceptional needs. There was a statistically significant 
difference in the attitudes developed between the experimental and control group 
teaching staff. The former group showed a positive gain in attitude toward integra- 
tion while the latter showed a decline in attitude about integrating severely 
^handicapped children into regular p>ie-school programs. The experimental group 
clearly made positive changes in. "mtport" as compared with the control group. 
Contradictory data was suggested bylthe increase in "Intraversion" for the experi- 
mental ^roup as perceived by the teaWrg staff. The anecdotal records, however, 
provide evidence showing the success o\ the integration project. 

The project as a whole provided understand f?tg and acceptance of handicapped 
children in regular pre-school programs. 1 However, further research oT a^iTongitudinal 
nature and with a wide*- variety and large - number of students was recommended. 
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J- HISTORICAL CUfERVIEW AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

i * i 

A search of the current and past literature on the,effects of Integrating handl- ■ 
cpp«. youngsters into regular programs is limited to- yery mildly handicappes students 
in el«Mnt.ry and Mgh school programs. A ..nual an» computer research conducted by 
tW San Mateo Educational Resources Center (SHERC) on this topic failed to produce evi- 
•denc. of any kind related to integrating severely handicapped tl,ree to six year old 
children into regular preschool programs. 

The following research studies represent a sample of the literature related to the 

topic under investigation: 

An interview conducted by.Mary Glockner (1973) with Dr. Oenny Klein.,Director of 
Educatiohil services. Office of Child Development, provided guidelines for integrating 
.handicapped youngsters into regular pfograms. According to Dr. Klein (Glockner. 1973). 
'•there are real advantages for both the handicapped and wnnal youngster in integrating 
the. W regular programs. They learn to accept, appreciate, and understand each other. 
Further^re. teachers of regular students as well as handicapped students can profit and 
learn from integrating handicapped Children." ^ ' , . ' 

, • " Many studies (Schurr. et a1.. 1967; Gottlieg and Budoff. 1972-. et al.. 1972; Lewis. 
' 1973) suggest that integration of handicapped children is beneficial; however, hard data 
.nd'data referring to very yoi^ng severely handicapped children was unavailable. Newell 
Kepart (Kraft. 1973) was quoted as saying that "children with relatively minor problems 
Have n»rrto,gain f^m norial contacts with their peers than they do from separat,on._ 
even for short periods of time, for the purpose of special help." 

Kraft (1973) suggests a two-pronged ,ttack. 1) defining or deciding which children 
need special classes, and I) helping teachers of regular classes to cope with and want 
to cope with students who present less than extreme learning or behavioral problems. 

According to Rafael (1973). -handicapped children have the same needs as all children 
, as well as s»« that are uniquely their own." *nn (1968). Lilly (1570). Christopoles and 
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Renz (1969) argue tf^t chil(Jrftn lose more than they pain in self-coptained clashes. 
Garrison and Hamnill (1971) pointed out that mildly retarded students are not as differs .t* 
as their isolation would lead one to believe. Haring (1957) suggested that the attitudes 
and understanding teachers have are influential in deternjining intellectual, social, and 
emotional adjustment of children. 

Since a significant amount of behavior is learned by observation and .imitation . 
(Bandura, 1971), the assumption is that young seve» 3ly handicapped children will learn 
more appropriate social and emotional types of behavior patterns from regj.ur preschool 
children. Furthermore, teachers*, teacher aides', and parents' attitudes toward integration 
may play a very significant role in the actual success a severely handicapped child exper- 
iences in the intearatior. process. These are the issues being addressed in this research 
project, koreover, there is a need for hard. data that either supports or refutes the in- 
tegration of severely handicapped preschool children. Such information has profound impli- 
cations for' theory and practice in special education. Is integration beneficial to handi- 
capped and/or non-handicapped youngsters? How should the instWJrtTUffal programs, staffs, 

and facilities be planned? Research fnto this area, will provide data f9r those who atie in 

ft 

the position to make such decisions^ 
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iorted in this paper was conduct^ during the 197b-77 school 
year. Prior' to integration many hours of preparation, orientation, and coordination be-, 



tween participating agencies and parents occurred. A general timeline of Events is pVe- 
sented In Table 1. * i \ ' 

A total of fourteen young severely handicapped 'chi^ldren betweSnHhe ages pf three 
and eight ye^s of age logged 2,083 hours between November 1976 and May 1977 in regular 
preschool programs. These fourteen students served as the experimental jiroup and were 
housed at the Schelby Center for Handicapped Children (Individuals with Exceptional Needs) 
when not integrated into regular preschool" programs. Their parents, teachers,' aides, and 
other' staff members also served as experimental subjects. 

♦ A control group fro^m the Addicott School for Handicapped Children in Fresno, Call- 
fornia were also used in the study. A total of twelve ^students judged by th^ir teachers 
as the most likely students to be successfully integrated into regular preschool progrjams 
served as the control gV^oup alortg with their teachers and aides. 

, - Two other comparison groups wer6 used in the stu^y* Four Head Start Programs and 

two Child Development Centers for non-handieapped^c'iildren. The fourteen Schelby Center 

children were integrated into a totel of six preschool programs. The participating * - 

f 

schools are listed in Table 2. • . . . 

A total of nine research questionnaires measuring attitudes apd byehavior ratings 
were used with teaching .staff and parents. The following nine research questionnaires 
used are shown in'ttie appendix A and are listed above. 
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Questionnaire 


Subtests 


1.^ Teacher Attitude Toward Integration 


1 Score 


2. - Teachfer Perception of Pupil Behavior 


' 1 Score 


3. .Preschool Attainjuent Record 


8 Scores plus total 


4. Jay Care Behavior Inventory 


6 Scores 


5. Parental Attitude Toward Integration 


1 Score 


6. ' Parental Perception of Pupil Behavior 

* 


1 Score 


3 

* ■ ' ' 10 





TIMELINE FOR MAJOR ACTIVITIES 



i 

ivel iifilnary 
drganlzflition 



Pretest: Students 



Pretest: Parents 



Prfetest: Teachers 



Orientation 



Integration:^ Phase I 
(25« of IWENSI 



Integration: Phase II 
' (50% of IWENS.) 



' Integration: Phase III 
(10056 of I WENS) 



Interim Process 
Evaluation * 
^ 



Posttest: Students 



Posttest: P,a rents 



Posttest: Teachers 
Data Analysis 



Final Report 



Aug 



Sept 



Oct 



Nov 



Dec 



Jafn 
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TABLE 2 - 

PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS IN THE INTEGRATION PROJECT 



fr^ 'Schools 




Type Exp/Con " 


Participants 








Parents 


Students Staff 


1 . Schelbv Center 




Handicapped Children Exp 


2S 


14 7 


iv Addlcott 




Handicapped Children con 


0 


12 8 


f Head St«-t 

^ - 




Regular Preschool Children 




■ > 


Merced . 




Exp 


45 


45 (6)* 10 


Dos Palos 




Exp 


60 


60 (8) 13 


f , ' Delhi 




EXD 


45 


45 (6) 10 


i ♦ Los $anos 






30 


30 (4) 7 


i Stevlnson 




Exp 


. 30 


30 (4) 7 


u., Child Development 




Regular Preschool Children 






Merced 




Exp 


115 


115 (11) 19 


Winton ^ 




Exp 


50 


50 4) 5 



♦Number of students J^Jegrated into each Center 



Quytlotinalre (continued) / Subtest 

|r- f.' , Home Behavior Inventory 6 Scores 

I*' 8. Project Evaluation I 5 Item Scores/Open Ended 

9. Project, Evaluation II * Open Ended 

The project liaison teacher administered and gathered all Information and data 
ttUtlve to tt ie I r iley r atlon proj e ct. — This includ e d home visit s, t p arhpr cnnferencftS x. 



and administration of the instruments. 
|:r Teaching staff completed the first four/ measuring, instruments listed abQ#e and 
I parents completed the next three instruments/ All staff completed the two project eval- 



uation questionnaires. - ^ 

A pre-post test research design was used to analyze raw scores on the first seven 

.jieaiurJ[iiMnstruinfints Listed, above Tbe.ci>ntrQl^.gro.«p„aLls„o.CQmp.l.et.ed..,ttie first fou.r.„ 

measuring instruments, ^he data was gathered and key punched fof* computer analysis 
(Burroughs 6700) at the University of the Pacific, Stockton, California. 

The findings are presented in Data Presentation and Results Sections of this, report. 
The following describes how the integration took place.' Table 3 follows with a /summary 



of dates, activities, and participants involved in many of the integration activities. 
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Table 3 
Project Activities 



ACTIVITY 



-A 



PARTICIPANTS 



Sept* 13-17 



Assumed responsibilities 

Briefing at Schelby Center concerning program 

Contacts made with Merced Transportation, Joe Sabo; Director Head Starti 
Christiana Traub; Director, Child Development, Ron Tiffee, Director of 
Research, Mike Coy ° ' 

Set dates for workshops and program visitations 

Visited Child Development Centers in county. Meet head teachers. Observed 
programs in progress 



brier ing on oroject needs. Consul LdLiuri on attitude — tests and t e stings 
Meeting with student assistant. Discussion of responsibilities 



Vis^'ted Winton and Atwater Child Development Program in A.M, when children 
wero active - . 



Dennis Riskey 
Kaihy Sherlock 
Midkl^-Oavidson 



Ron Tiffee 



Mik e Coy 



Mickie Davidson 
Gerald Ikoyal 
Mike Coy 
Mickie Davidson 

Staff Child & Dev. 
Mick'ie Davidson 



-Sept; 20-24- 



Conducted toiHr of campus- for -s^tiKlent assistance with overaU brief in§ of- objectivi^s Gerald Royal 

of programming and observations of handicapped children Mickie Davidson 



Observed Infant Deaf and Aphasic programs 



Mickie Davidson 



Classroom observations of potential candidates for program. Setting up criteria Mickie Davidson 
records and general planning 

General meeting of all department heads involved in program. Planning and dis- Dennis Riskey 
cussion of needs of various departments and program expectations, transportation, Kathy Sherlock 
fun1ling^,-^etc. ^ " Mike Cc^ 

!«> . Ron Tjftee 

Christiana Truab 
Mickie Davidson 
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27iOct, 1 Program briefing and discussion with Schelby Center teachers. Recommendations of 

^ potential candidates for program based on criteria for selection. 
Needs for workshop October 1 



Mickie Davidson 
Sunny Lippert 
Nancy Harvey 



1^ 



I3-Z7 to 10-1 
Xomtlnued) 



ACTIVITY 



Meeting with Mike Coy. Plans, tests, etc. Notified that Gerald Royal would be 
unable to participate in progranu 



J/isited Dos Palo s & Los Bano s Head Start programs. Pretested while ther<». 
Stevensofi also. Los BanorXnTTTDev. 1>r eLes L ed at D e lhi, Atwator, Wint o n, 
Merced Head Start and Child Dev. & Planada Child Development 



V f o r kshop Ort 1 nynr-wi r. i , i nf prn jprt , Anprrintal Recnrds . Misc. films. C a mpus Tour, 
classroom visitations in small groups. Each group brought their own sack lunch. 
Each gv'oup discussions w/ Schelby st^ff leading disq^ssjon groups 



PARTICIPANTS 
LeAnn Fraley 
Catherine Smith 

Mike Coy 
Mickie Davidson 

Mickie Davidson 
Staffs of Do s Palos. 
Los Banos, Sfievinson 
Christiana Traub 
Mike Coy 

Staff of 5 



Head SJtarts ^ 
head teacher of 
QhiH Dev. 
Dennis Riskey 
Mike Coy 
Ron Tiffee 
Kathy Sherlock 
"tathertne^ Smith 
Sunny Lippsrt 
Nancy Harvey 
LeAnn fraHy- - 
Mickie Davidson 



Nov. 1-5 



Integrated two children into Merced Child Development 

Meeting with 4 Schelby teachers to discuss workshop, canter visitations, etc. 

Integrated two children into Stevinson 

Coordinated busing service 

Conference concerning placement 



Mickie Davidson 
Nancy Harvey 
Sunny Lippert" 
Catherine Smith 
LeAnn Fraley 
Staffs from Child. 
Dev. ,' Stevinson 
H.S. , Joe Sabo 
Kathy Sherlock 



00 
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ACTIVITY ^ 

Integrated two children Into Delhi Head start 

Visited Merced Head Start. Child was ill. Took him home - parent had no phone 
or transportation. Discussed emergency procedures and field trips 

Meeting wfth Christiana Traub. Discu^iSion. Works4H)p of the 12th. Field trips. 
Student pUcement in Los Banos and Dos Palos. All day placement okayed 
An e cdotal Recor d s ^-etc^-Workshojit _Iedcher_w/ teacher^conf erencesj?/ tbtal Merced 
and Stevinson Head Starts. Discussion of each chTItT partTcipatfng trrlndtvidual 
program with S'chelby teacher. Discussion special needs, behaviors, goals and 
objectives 



PARTi (PANTS 
TnclTfe Davidson 



Christiana Traub 
Mickie Davidson 

" Teachers & s1d6S 

Merced Head Start 7 
Stevinson H.S« 3 
Schelby Center 4 



Nov. 15-19 



Head Start field trip cancelled. Discussion on behavior management with County 
School's psychplogist, Claudia Kalip. Assist with classroom when oyr students 
are present for 2-3 weeks to leave regular classroom teachers available for 
behavior management of non-Schel by student in an effort to help benefit aVl_ 
children. 

Assisted in Merced H.S. classrooni _ - 

Visited Delhi program. Observation. FielT trip^scussfOn. BoTiday luncheon 
Dec. 1. Spoke at Los Banos Child Development Parents' Club Meeting. Topic ^ 
"ScheTby^ IritegratiohTroject^ " " " " ~" ~ r 

Attended Schelby Parents '-€1ub Meeting Integration project discussion. 



Gaye Riggs 
Caludia Ka11p 
Mickie Davidson 



Mickie Davidson 



MitHde Djfvidson 
Parents, staff 



flov. 22-23 



Nov. 29- Dec. 3 
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Visit at Child Development. Discussion of anecdotal records with Bill Tweed. 
Note positive and type of task is able to attempt and/or do, as well as 

negative behaviors in tasks. Discussed Justine's progress/program w/ Sara Garcia 



Home visit In Mariposa with 
Head Start placement 



teacher and guardian for possible 



Bill Tweed 
riarie Rubalcava 
Mickie David&on 

Mrs. Fee 
Nancy Harvey 
Mickie Davidson 



No Head Start programs in county oh Monday - Workshop. Brought records up tO date. Mickie Davidson , 
Visited Stevinson H.S. Discussed field trips. Field trip w/ ClaU-d4a's class, 
Merced H.S, to Applegate park for nature walk and collecting seed pods for crafts. 

21 



Nov. ?9-Dec7 
(cofi1;{nued) 



Cancel'led GMId Development visit because of conflict in scheduling and illness 
at Schelby. Re-scheduled for next week. Delhi visited for teacher--teacher 
conferences w/ Nancy. Visited classroom for a few minutes. ' 



Mickie Davidson 
Nancy Harvey 
Dejhi Staff 
Kickie Davidson 



Oct. 4-8 



Dec. 6-10 
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Talked to Christiana concerning placement of more Involved child. Income too 
h1gh^-Loakwg-4nto-^her-aHer4f>at1ves. Christiana requested that I keep In- 
kind log. 

Meeting with Hike Coy. Discussion of criteria for placement and pickedup the tests 
f o r pa re nts. Tested Sch elby_AeacbjBrs 



Christiana Traub 
Mickie D avi d son— 



Mike Coy 
Mickie Davidson 



"Tes^edncTifraren in Nancy^^s room. Hired substitute to replace her for 1/2 day. 
Testing. took iriorning - 7 children involved 



South Dos Palos visited Schelby #5 MI^C film, discussion, 1-2 teachers notated 
and visited 4 pre-school classrooms for obsei^vation purposes. 



Control group testing - two afternoons in Fresno 



Merced Head Start at Schelby - same processes Delhi 

Delhi field trip to Christmas Tree Farm (Bofci's) at Livingston. Well planned. 
1 adult for every 4 children. Had ^discuss^ibn sheet mtmeographed for all staff 
and volunteers, shape, color, big, little. 



Staffing on at Merced Head Start. Decision to have Margo visit and 

make the final approval. Discussion of records and field trips. Planning 

Merced H.S. and 2 Schelby Clashes (Sunny and Dorothy) "visited Santa Claus and 
window shopped together at Merced Mall 



Nancy Harvey 
Catherin- Smith 
Sunny Lippert v 
LeAnn Fraley 

So. Dos Palos 
H.S_. Staff„^_ - 
Mickie Davidson 
Dennis Riskey" 

Mickie Davidson 
Mike Coy 



Mickie Davidson 
Merced H.S. Staff 



Delhi staff 
Mickie Davidson 



Merced H.S. Staff 
Mickie Davidson 
Christiana Traub 

Merced H.S. 
Santore 

Kathy DeGeorgio 
Shelby-Sunny and 
> Dorothy, Betty U. 
Sue and Mickie 




Merced Child Development Center visjt w/ Mrs, McDowell to observe program and 



Stevinson field trip to JJmas tree farm in Hilmar, cancelled bus for return tr4p. 
Return unknown ' \ 

Observations and meeting w/ Schelby staff, Nancy and Sunny by Child Development. 
Margo - Merced H.S. observed^ * y 

Meet w/ Vince Campi on use o^ 35mm camera 



to 12-lQ 



? 12-13 to 12-17 



Field trip to Del hi resthome cancelled 
Visiteu belh\ in p.m. for staffing on Listg 

Arranged nioeting of various directors tl^ discuss funding January 6 
Merced H.S. field trip to Christmas tree farm at Livingston. Droy.e 2: children 
from Schelby to meet bus. at H.S. Met bus at farm. Cut tree. Drove all .5 back 
to Schel by « ° . ' ' • 



Cancelled Stevinson H.S. children because of unknown X of arrival back to H.S. 
Center. Our chi^ldren needed to be here in X to eat early for their own Xmas 
program in Merced. 



Merced CD. Staff • 
Mrs. McDowell 
Mickie 

Stevinson H.S. Staff 
Mickie 

Bill Tweed 
Sunny 

Sara Garcia 
Nancy 

LeAnn Fraley 

Margo 

Mickie 

Vi.ice Campit^ - - 

Delhi Staff 
Michie Davidson 

^Kathy Sherlock 
Jim Williamson 
Christiana Traub 
Mike. Coy 
Ron Tiffee 
Mickie Davidson 

Merced H.S. Staff, * 
Mickie 



1-3-77 

1-7-77 
1-17-77 



Visited 3 centers Delhi H.S. and Merced H.S. and Merced C^D. 

Stevinson visitation there. Rearranged schedule of attendance for one child. 

Delhi observed child here to decide appropriate placement in program 

Vis'ited 2 H.S. centers and 1 CD. center w/ Schelby teachers to observe 3 children 
in project/Merced & Delhi 
Integrated child in S. Dos Palos - 



Mickie— Staffs 



Pauline Frost 
Bonnie Will hoi te 

Nancy Harvey , 
Mickie Davidson ' 
S. Dos Palos Staff 



ACTIVITY 



0 



iclitny.,tMCher observed at Delhi 
Discussion of project for' future publication 

Staff at ^ Del hi concerning 'new placement 

Ciincelled field trip w/ Stevlnson due to fop 
Int^jrated child at S. Oos Palos 

"-Conference ^ status of 3 children 



Met w/ Child Protective Service case worker aad ehlld'svteacher to make long-range 
plan for (Winton CD 5 morning vieek and Sclielby 5 afternoons until 

school closes, when she will -be picked up by CD full ttme\ 



PARTICIPANTS 



1-26-77 
t-26-77 
i-31 to 2-4 
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PAR on 



Met w/ Child Protective Services case worker and ° children's tfeachers, 
nurse, to discuss long-range plan (undecided) . 



Visited Merced H.S. & CD. w/ classroom teaycher 



Conference w/ Stevinson staff 



ft 



Visited Merced H.S: & CD. , * " . 
Conference w/ principal of Winton School to discuss bussing of child to Winton C.C. 
Staffing in at Merced CD. 



Sunny llppert 
Mickle Davidson 
Mike Coy . 
Doris Pi res 
Mickie Davidson 

Delhi H.S. Staff 
Mickie 



S.' Dos Palos Staff 
Mickie 

Kathy Sherlock 
Anita Catlin 
Sunny Lippert - 
Mickie Davidson 

. , •>• 
Sunny Lippert* 
Hub Walsh 
Mickie' Davidson 

Nancy Harvey 
Nickte -Davidsf^ 

Sunny Lippeft 
Catherine Smith 
Anita Catlih 
John Greco 
Mickie Davidson 



Sunny Lippert 
Mickie iDavidson 

StevinsM H.S.' Staff 
Mickie Davidson 

Staff M.H.S. & M.D.C. 
Mickie : 
Mr. Fitphett 
Hickie Davidson 1 
Maria Rubalcava 
Bill Tweed 21, 




It to 2-4 



ACTIVITY 



Visited S. Oos P:ilos H.S. check on Jose « . , ^ . 

Observed student at their request - suggest referral to Regional Center 

Conference w/ H.S. director. Requested I set up workshops for Methods of 
writing anecdotal records^ 



PAKIltiKANId 



Sb. Dos Pal OS Staff.- 

Betty Pigg 

Christiana Traub* 

fltckle-Davidson 

Margret Stanley 

Margo 

Mickie 



Staffing on Kim at Merced H.S. Plan to integrate full X 
Parent observers Merced HS. visited at Schel by 

2-7 to 2-10-77 Worked in Merced CD. Center M & W morning to assist in class 

Met w/ CPS case worker and Winton CD head teacher to formulate final arrangement 
for integration into that program 



Er!c28 



Field trip at Delhi to Post Office 
Final initial integration for 



Met'w/ Mike Coy 

Scored control GP PAR'S 

Gathered records for replacedient 



into program 



2-14- ^to 2-18 Field trip Casa DeFruita w/ Merced Head Start teacher from Schelby -LeAnn Fraley 



to Winton CD Field trip to Dairy - Stevinson H.S. 



Integrated 
Met w/ CPS - 

Meeting w/ Linda Vannice from Solano Co. Schools - psychologist operating 
integration project 



, Laure Slater 
parents - 2 
Mickie Davidson 

Mickie Davidson 

^ub Walsh CPS 
. Willie Simmons, WCD 

Mickie Davidson' 

Delhi H.S. Staff 
Volunteer parents 

Students 

Mickie Davidson 

Mike Coy 
Mickie Davidson 

Sec. 

Mickie Davidson 

Head Sta-t/Merced 
Staff-students 
LdAnn Fraley 

Mickie Davidson 
Winton CD Staff 
Hub Walsh 



Mickie Davidson 
Linda Vannici 



ACTIVITY 



Visited Stevln^n, Delhi, WInton CD Visitation and Orientation of Head Start/ 
Community Vtorker and Parents - 9 Schelby/Mercod \ 

f 



Field Trip Roeding Park Loo Cancelled (Merced)^ Field Trip - Delhi/Delhi Fire 
Station and Turlock*s Donnelly Park 



physical 



Teacher Conference i Winton DC 



PARTICIPANTS 



MIckle 
tvierced 
lti'^paf:erits 
Lajura .Stater 
Mi.ckte 

Margret Stanley 
MicKle 

Delhi Staff & 
Students 1 
Volunteer parents 
Mickle 

Anita Catlin 

Dr, Harrington 

Mickle 

Bus Driver 

Parents 

S. Dos Palos 

Community Vtorker 

Sunay^Llppert,: 
Mil lie Simmons 
HIckle 



Visited Child Dev. 4 Head Start - Merced (See notes 2-28-77) 
Cancelled Head Start Field Trip (ourpart) due to illness 

Toured all programs that Schelby Center Children are integrated In w/ principal 



Mickle 

Claudia Cal ip 
Margo 

Maria Rubacava 

Mickie 

MIckie 

J im Wi 1 1 iamson 



- 31 



Meeting concerning refunding of project 



Set up meeting for Jim Williamson w/ Parent Policy Council of Head Start. 



Arranged transportal ion for. 



Chflsti^ana TrautL 
Frank fortcarop 
Mike Cqy 

Stephani^e Tiiprobe 

Mickle 

Clirlst I ana 
Mickle 

Joe Sabo* 
Vivian Harris 
Mickle 



Arranfledfbr Kathy 'Sherlock and I to v/isit Solano City Integration project, 

March 11^ - Picked up ' at Wirrtort CD 

VIsitbd w/ nurse So Dos Palos. 
Visited w/ nurse Merced. 

'Observed at Delhi * 

Field trip w/ Stevinson to Modesto Children's Park 

Conference about placing children more days at Merced CD Center 



Linda Vannlce 

MIckie 

Mlckje 
Anita Cat I In 



MIckie 
Mickle 

Stevinson Stop , 
4 Kids . \^ 

MIckie 

Maria Rubacava 
Nancy Harvey 
Sunny Lippert 



Observed at Winton CD & Merced HS 

Head Start Parent Policy Meeting i Los Bancs 



MIckie 



Jim WI 1 1 lamson 



ACTIVITY 



PARTICIPANTS 



Project Conference - writing for next year 



FJ^ckJ^Q Day y son 

Jim WU I lamson 
Kathy Storlock 
Frank Fortcamps' 
Stephanie TwofQbe 
Christiana Traub 



Sflar, 28-31 , 



visitation by parent assistants from Merced Head Start at Schelby 



.^ommunity worker delivered eggs for egg hunt w/ Stevlnson ^ 

Egg hunt w/ Stevlnson: 27 children 8 adults 4 15 Schelby students & 4 teachers 
Teenage TMR's hid eggs 



Mickle 
3 parents 
Corrmunity 
Worker 



Mi.ck.ie & 
Stevlnson 
& Schelby 
Students 
& Staff 



Apr. 11-15 



Post testing on 



(moved) 



Catherine Srolth 
Mickie 



Post testing on KImberly Allen (moved) and Listy Good rich (transferred) 



Lippert 
Mickle 



Field trip to Modesto Airport and Beards brook Park 



Delhi HS 
& 2 Schelby 
Center' 
Mickie 



Apr. 18-22 



Observed 



'at Stevlnson Head Start 



Mickle 



visitation to So I am Cty's Intregration Project 

Mel^phbrtv conference w/ Mrs. McOowel i for permission to enter. 
Teacher conference 6 Merced H.S. concerr^ing 

Observed 3 Schelby class room for 3-30 min. blocks 

Conference w/ Winton CD Head Teacher § Sunny *s request 

Conference w/ Kathy i Jim 



Mickie 

Linda Vannlce 
Pschy* & Prog. Co- 
ord in. 

in 4 a.m. at CD Ms. McDowell 
Mickie 

Nancy Harvey 
MIckle 
Margo Lavoy 
Gina (aide) 

Mickie 

Mickie 

Willie Simmons 

Kathy Sherlock 
Jim Will iamson 



Meeting w/ Schelby teachers to discusi this years' pi^^ogram and ideas for next year ^ Jim Will.iam§on 
if refunded. Discussion included pqsition & negative feel ings es well as Kathy Sherlock 

suggestions for further planning. Sunny Lippert 

Dorothy Ri<skey 
Nancy Hafvey 
Leann Fraley 

* * Catherine Smith, 

Mickie Davidson 



Took Schelby teacher to observe prognuns that her children were involved in % 
Merced H.S. 4 S. Dos Palos. 



Dorothy Rfskey 
Mickie Davidson 



Observed i Delhi H.S. 



Mickie Davidson 



Parental Post testing on 



(Morning March 31 ) 



Mickie 
Mr. & Ms. 



18-22 




Apr. 25-29 



ACTIVITY 



Participated in Program Planning at Stevtnson Head Start 



Evaluation workshop planning 



VIsitM Merced Head Start 
Visited Merced Child Development 
Conference! w/ / teacher 



Merced HS dlass (15 children adults) visited at Schelfay for a Field" Day. 



Planning for Evaluation Workshop 

Meeting w/ Schelby Teachers to cover evaluation i class during work-shop 



PARTICIPANTS 



Angle Mori as 
liJicki^e 

MicMe 



, Mlckie 

Mi.ckj^e 

' Bill Tweed 
MickJe 

Claudia Kal tp 
.1 Aide & 2 parents 
LfAnnp Fraley 
GayJene Farley 
Ml'ckl.e 

M!cki.e 

Dorothy Ri.skey k 
Sunny Lippept 
LeAnne Fraley 
Nancy Harvey 
Catherine Stoith 
Mickie 



May 4-6 
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Evaluation Workshop Planning Materials, room copy., etc. Visited Merced Head 
Start & Chi I dDev. Evaluation Work Shop 



MIckle 
Mike Coy . 
J im WH { taiDson 
Mickie ^ISaytdsori. 
Head Start 
T^chLng Staff 
5 Centers 

Christina fpaub 
H.S. nurses & 
Community workers 



00 



ACTtVtTY 



PARTtCIPANTS 



^ c^me to Schelby fcr Shot Clinic 



Po5+ Testing pfk, Teachtir Attitude Day Care Behavior Inventory & Teacher 
Perception • ^ 



MIckle 
S, Dos Palos 
Com, Worker 
Anita Catlln 

Mk:kle 
Sunny 
Dorothy 
Nancy , 
LaAnne 



5/19 



Post testing - Teacher Attitude 
Teacher Perception 
PAR (Addlcott) ' ^ 

i Planada 
Vflnton 
Atwater 
Los Banos 
Mefc^d 

& Addlcott School, Fresno 
Last day of Head Start 



Sta s of 
Centors & 
School s 
opposite 



May -23-27 



Head Start Handicap Woi^k Shop i Merced Head Start Center as Resource Person 

Finished Post tesling, teachers, parents etc. 

Transporting of two children from Merced Child Development daliy 



Mlckie 
MIckle 
MIckle 



f%y 31 

ERIC 



Documenting & posting maierkal from post testing 



Transporting 1 ChM'^ from Merred Child Development djilly 



Mtckie 
Mike Coy 
Va!-Sec 

Mickle 
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The Individuals with Exceptional Needs (IWENS) were Integrated Into six programs 
for various lengths of time. Minimum Integrated time was two mornings a week and varied 
to a maxliiM of five fu11 days. The length of Integral ted time was dependent on the child's 
netds, the center, and In one Instance, travel. None of the fourteen IWEN'S Integrated 

9 

were withdrawn from the project. Two moved near the end uf the project year. Two other 
IWEN'S are now attending Child Development Centers on a fu11-t1me basis. 

The IWEN'S selected to take part In this project were T.M.R.'s, M.H.'s, and D.C.H. 
students between the ages of 3 and 8 years, ambulatory, toilet trained and were not 
behavior problems. 

The IWEN'S assigned to attend was determined in part upon travel and the needs of 
the IWEN. An active child was not placed In a highly structured environment, etc.' 
Each child was placed In the center closest to his or her home. If possible. In one 
' case, one child was busetl by Head Start to the Center and home each day. 

Once the initit '' integration process took place and a routine was established, the 
IWEN'S adapted well and were accepted by their peers. There was only one reported In- 
cidence of peer ridicule. Otherwise, the children were either helpful or treated the 
IWEN as an equal. 

The pre and post testing was completed by the parents and teachers. The teachers 
from the control group were very cooperative. The anecdotal records presented a problem. 
Many teachers felt that it was too time consuming. However, all teachers wrote them, 
some were very extens^'/e, others rather limited. 

All parents asked to part1c1f)ate except one and were willing to have their child 
participate In the project. It was explained to them that this was not a substitute for 
Schelby Center, that it «\ras hoped that their child would benefit in social dnd language 
skills through modeling. Parents were invited to vLisIt and participate In all programs 
and some did. It was felt by the Head Start staffs that this could be developed further. 
Each program should take the Initiative in this area of parent involvement with support 
from Schelby. 
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Vm staffs tnd parents from the preschools were apprehensive during the Initial 
Integration process. This apprehension disappeared after the f4rst few weeks. 
Children were included In all facets of the preschool programs Including various 
flew trips- 
in order for the IWEN*s to meet the requirements of each program* each child had 
a p)0fs1ca1 and a tine test. Each family was responsible for obtaining the physicals. 
Howtver, two IWEN's were examined during the regularly scheduled Special Olympic 
p)\ys1ca1s. The school nurse gave all the tine tests with the parents' consent. 
Mforklng togethiEir, the Schelby school nurse and Head Start Community Worker arranged 
for eye examinations for two children, ^e of whom needed glasses. Head Start also 
arranged for dental work to be done for one I WEN that met the low Income requirements. 

Several instances of cross Integration took F"'ace. Two classes from Schelby 
Center joined a Head Start Center on a field trip. Two Head Start Centers participa- 
ted In activities at Schelby Center. With the exception of one teacher, the Centers 
Involved would like to continue and expand these activities. ~ * 

The six centers Involved in tne project had quality programs geared to the 
normal preschobl child with enough ^^exlblllty built Into their programs to adapt 
yto the needs of the handicapped and this prf^j^ct. 

The personal feelings OT the liaison teacher were that everyone gained that 
iMirtlclpated In this project: e.g., students In language and social skills; 
teachers and aides In communication and acceptance of each other and the IWEN; 
administrators that learned how to put It together; and all the other adults that 
discovered that a child is a chll'j regardless of whether he happens to be a IWEN 
or not. 



43 



STATISTICAL APPROACH AND ANALYSIS 

The statistical j^nalysls employed In this study consisted of Analysis of CoW' /' 
variance F Test, and Students' t Test. Pre-post test analysis of raw scor6 gains on 
four iwasttrlng Instruments: Teacher Attitude Toward Integration, Teacher Perception 
of Pupil Behavior, Preschool Attainment Record, and the Day Care Behd'ylor' Inventory 
mtk analyzed. Parental Attitude Toward Integration, Parental Perception of Pupil 
Bihavlor, and the Home Behavior Inventory were analyzed by employing the Students' t 
Jest. The F Test was used where pre-post test measures Involving both experimental and 
control groups were used. Students' t Test was used when only pre<-post test changes 
wtre available for the experimental group alone. 

Two other measuring Instruments were used: Project Ev^luallon I and Project Eval- 
uation II. Frequencies and percentages were analyzed on these measuring instruments. 
Raw Scores were used In the F test and t Test analysis, of the above mentioned seven 
measuring Instruments. 

According to Issac afid Michael (1974) 

Many times In studies of the type suitable for analysis of variance, 
there will be initial differences between groups on pretest criteria 
that arise either by chance or, more likely, because of the Inability 
of the educational researcher to select subjects at random. This 
Includes sets of data that are not Independent, Involving correlated 
means. Analysis of covarlance adjusts for Initial differences be- 
tween groups and for the correlation between means. In effect, it 
permits the comparison of groups on one variable when Information 
Is available on another variable correlated with it, or on several 
such variables. It is generally preferable to matching subjects for 
the same purpose (page 141). 
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The .10 level of significance was chosen for the purposes of this study. Due 
to the nature of the study such a level of tolerance for error was deemed appropriate. 
The study was not confined only to ^uch scientific analysis, that 1s» anecdi^tal records 
and other teacher and staff impressions were also considered Important Information In 
th^ final analysis of the prpject.. 



DATA PRESENTATION AND RESULTS 

• 

Data presented in Table 4 indicates that a statistically significant differ- 
. ence between the four group means was found between pre-post test means when 
Initial differences were neutralized. While the Merced Head Start and Child 
, Developments' attitude toward integration increased and Schelby Center staff's 
attitude toward integration remained nearly the same, the participants from the 
Addlcott School (Control Group) in Fresno declined significantly. Such a 
change is depicted in Figure 1. Head Start staff were all participants in the 
sense that they received a number of handicapped youngsters in their regular 
preschool progr^-ns. Only two Child Development programs received handicapped 
children in their programs. The findingsabove that teachers cid aides in the 
control group school for handicapped children were less likely to believe 
that handicapped children could succeed in regular programs cgmjHired with -the 
other groups surveyed. This finding was significant at the .009 level (Table 

4): 

A tiimilar finding was reported in Table 5 and Figure 2. The group participat- 
ing in the study by integrating young. handicapped children showed a statistically 
significant (p 8 .003) change in attitude compared with the control group 1, 
personnel in regular preschool programs not having handicapped students in atten- 
dance, and control group 2, 'personnel at the school where severely handica'pped 
students attend school on a full-time basis. The latter groups' attitudes 
about integrating their children declined from October to May. 

Another finding, although not statistically significant but in the positive 
direction was found on the Teacher Perception of Pupil Behavior survey between 
the experimental and control group means. Table 6 desc»^ibes the.data while 
Figure 3 provides a visual depiction of the findings. Both groups initially 
showed similar means, however, upon retestinq at the end of the.project, the 
experimental group had made obvious gains over the control group in their rating 
of how the children progressed during the school year. 



TABLE 4 

TEACHER AHITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION - 
SURVEY RESULTS FOR FOUR RESEARCH STUDY GROUPS 
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mCUr 




PRE 






POST 




ANCOVA 




N 


I 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


F 


He9d Start 


24 


57.25 


6.75 


24 


59.08 


5.96 


• 


Child Developmt 


26 


52.04 


6.61 


26 


53.54 


8.68 


• 


Scli»'M)y Center 


7 


55.29 

< 


13.09 


7 


55.14 


10.42 


• 


Mdfcott 


8 


49.88 


9.03 


8 


44.38 


10.73 


• 



4.27 



SIG. OF 



.009 



TABLE 5 

TEACHER ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION 
SURVEY RESULTS FOR EXPERIMENTAL (SPECIAL- INTEGRATION) 
CONTROL 1 (REGULAi^ - NO INTEGRATION) and CONTROL 2 (SPECIAL - NO INTEGRATION) 



GROUP 




PRE 






POST 


3 




N-. 




SD 


N 


X 


SD 


Expeririie-t«i 


38 


56.34 


8.27 


38 


5/. 92 ^ 


' 7.61 


Control 1 


19 


51.21 


5.98 


19 


52.37 


8.19 


Control 2 


8 


49.88 


9.03 


8 


44.38 


10.73 










TABLE 


6 ' 





^ ANCOVA SIG. OF 



GROUP 



Experimental 

"O Ol 
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TEACHER PERCEPTION OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR 
SURVEY RESULTS FOR EXPERIMENTAL (SPECIAL - INTEGRATION) 
AND CONTROL (SPECIAL - NO INTEGRATION) GROUPS 



PRE 



POST 



ANCOVA 



N 

14 

12 



J 

55.93 
55.92 



SD 

6.75 

7.32 



N X 

14 62.21 

12 59.00 

47 



SD 

5.54 
5.78 



2.01 



,003 



SIG. OF 



.16 



64 

62 
60 
58 

56- 

54 

52 

SO 
48 
46 
44 

42 
40 



56 
54 
52 
50 

•46 
44 

42 
40 



Head Start 

., Schelby 
• Child pevelopment 



^ . Addicott 



I ~ T 

Pre Post 
Fig, 1 Pre-Post test m^an Raw Score Comparisons of the four parti- 
cipating schools on the Teacher Attitude Tovwrd Integration Inventory 



Experimental 



Control 1 



• Control 2 



Pre 



r 

Post 



Fig. 



2 Pre-Post test mean Raw Score Comparisons for Experimental and 
Control Groups 1 and 2 on Teacher Attitude Toward Integration 
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27 



T" » 



RtM 

Score 



68 
66 
64 

62 
60 

58 
56 
54 
52 
50 




Pre 



I 

Post 



Pre- Post Test Mean Raw icore Comparisons for Experimental 
(Special - Integration) and Control (Special - No Integration) 
on Teacher Perception of Pupil Behavior 



Raw 

Score 



14 
13 
12 

11 

10 
9 
8 
7 



Experimental 
Control 
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Pre 



Post 



Fig- 4 Pre-Post Test Mean Raw Score Comparisons for Experimental 

(Special - Integration) and Control (Special - No Integration) 
on the Preschool Attainment Record Subtest (Rapport) 
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I 



Scort 



80 

78 

76 
74 

72 
70 

68 
66 

64 

6? 
60 




Experimental 



• Control 



fig. 5 



Pre 



Post 



»» 



Pre-Pos?t Test Mean Raw Scorp Comparisons for Experimental 
(Special - Integration) and Control (Special - No Integration) 
on the Pr«$choo1 Attainment Record Subtest (Total Score) 



Raw 

Score 



i2 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 



Experimental 



Control 



Fig. 6 



Pre 



Post 



Pre-Post Test Mean Raw Score Comparisons for Experimental 
(Special - Integration) and Control (Special - No Integration) 
on the Day Care Behavior Inventory Survey Subtest (Intraverslon) 
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The Preschool Attainment Record contains eight subtests and one total score. One 
of the* subtests showed a statistically significant difference between the means and « ^ 
that was Rapport. According to Doll (1966) Rapport measures the following behavior: • 
Regards : Responds to sounds, motion, light, touch, ,smells, taste for momentai^y'of 
prplonged awareness. 

Attends : Maintains regard Srelfly or longer with show of active Interest or response. 
Initiates : Originates actions leading to maniputetlon of people or things. Endeavors 

to attract attention by design. Is a "self-starter" fpr self-occupation 
Discriminates : Shows evidence of likes, dislikes, preferences. Identifies,, differep^ 

tiates, recognizes, remembers. Makes simple judgments, y 
Complies : Follows simple commands. Fetches, carried, goes, comes as told, 'responds 

acceptably to "nb-no" and similar Injunctions (keep quiet, lie down, get up). 
Plays (a) beside: Plays singly with sustained interest alongside or among other 

children or with adults, pets, or belongings wiht little disturbing or disturbance,. 
Pl ays (b) with: Engates in interpersonal, reciprocal, or inter-related play with 

other children, adults, or with pets, with minimal friction or disturbance. 
Plays (c) cooperatively: Plays in coordinated group (pairs, trios, or more) observing 

rules or maintaining purpose with hannonious give and take or in competition. 
Attends (2): Participates in or responds to situations requiring sustained concentra- 
tion of Interest or sharing. Listens, shares, works, reciprocates, sustaining 
attention for moderately protracted periods with minimal distractibil ity. 
Sings ; Performs voice solos. Joins in song with others, including children's choirs, ^ 
action songs, family or group harmonizing. Memorizes words and melodies. Singing 
is moderately in tune; part singing not required. Shares in events where singing 
is desired. 

He! PS : Assists mother, teacher, others, in small but useful ways. Does errands, 
picks up, puts away. Performs occasional or routine jobs or chores of lirtited 
complexity or skill (empties'baskets, removed debris, sets table, assists at lunch) 
with appreciable oversight. 
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Flays (d^ pretend: Engages In Imaginative play. Plays house, nurse, adult, or other 
, role figures. Does so singly or In pairs or groups. Mimics. Dresses up. Leads, 
. diracts or follows. ' . - ° 

yUyt (^) tompetltlvely: Competes In games or actions which call for skill, endurance, 
winning* striving, achieving, such as tag, hop-scotch, running, gymnastics. Play 
my b« siigly or with others, but the aim is to demonstrate excellence, courage, 
endurance, coordination. Also simple stages of socially organized games as touch 
ball* musical chairs, ring-around with or without adult oversight. 

Plays (f): Plays simple group table games (2 or more people) which require using cards 
or special materials, taking turns, observing rules, keeping score, exercising 
skills, e.g. simple checkers, easy card games (rummy, slap-^-jack, Old Maid, 
crokinoVe, tiddle-dee-winks). Performance is sufficient for group acceptance of 
person as participant (not a nuisance). 

Fig' e 4 and Table 7 show how the two groups differ from pre to post test compari- 
sons. The experimental group showed a significant gain whereas the control group 
showed a declirid in Rapport. These are -teachers' ratings of handicapped students at 

I 

the 'beginning and at the end of the project. The overall score on the Preschool 
Attainment Record also indicated a significant change in favor of the experimental 
group. Over all eight subtests the experimental group made more positive gisins than 
did the control group (Figure 5) indicating that those handicapped" students integrated 
into regular preschool programs profited more than those students who did not ' 
according to the Preschool Attairiment Record results. 

On the Day Care Behavior Inventory Survey completed by each students' teacher*,^ 
experimental group students made an increase in mean scores from the October to May 
time span on the Intraversion subtest while the control group shovi«d a decline in mean 
scores.. The. data is presented in Table 8 and shown in Figure 6. This data suggests - 
that the experimental group became more introverted than the coat .( group on that 
particular behavior category, 
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■ TABLE 7 

^ PRESCHOOL AHAINM^T RECORD SURVEY RESULTS 

BY HEIGHT SUBTESTS An TOTAL SCORE FOR EXPERIMENTAL 
(SPECIAL K INTJEGRATION) 4 CONTROL (SPECIAL - NO INTEGRATION), 



6R0UP 



PRE 



Subtest: Ainbulatioyi 
s POST. 



ANCOVA 



SIS. # 



Experimental ' 14 
^qontrol 12 



Experimental 14 
Control 12 



' Experimental 14 
Control . 12 



X 

9.21 
10.38 



8.79 
8.63 



9.46 
10.13 



SO 

2172 
1.72 



N 



14 11.00 
12 11.38 



SO / 

1.84 
1.46 



1.71 



Subtes t :< Ha n i pu 1 a tip n 
9.59 . 



14 

12 



Subtest: Rapport 



1.72 
1.19 



14 
12 



12.00 
11.13 



2.32 
1.92 



1.11 
1.65 



.04 



1.70 



3.79 



NS 



NS 



.oe 



iLperlmental 14 6.57 
^Control " ' 12 ^ 6.92 



Experimental 
Control 



14 10.14 

12 , /II. 00 



Experimental 14 7.54 
Control 12 6.71 



Subtest: Communication 



2.89 
2.58 



14 
12 



8.07 
7.50 



2.04 
2.68 



Subtest: Responsibility 



2.63 
1.80 



14 11.86 
12 11.42 



Subtest: Information 



3.26 
2.02 



14 
12 



8.96 
3.38 



1.23 
1.77 



2.33 
2.51 



1.49 



1.16'^ 



,01 



' NS 



NS 



NS 



Subtest: Ideation 

Experimental 14 6.41 3.36 14 8.18 2.68 

Control 12 " 5.38 1.98 12 7.08 3.36 



14 



NS 



TABLE 7 
(continued) 



PRE 



Subtest; Creativity 
POST 



ANCOVA 



516. OF 



14 

12 



4.82 
4.00 



iMSnUl . U 39 

»1 12 b..96' 



3.09 
3.17 



15.22 
11.87 



14 
12 



6.64 
^.17 



Tote"! Score 



14 
12 



77.04 
71.13 



2.96 
3.89 



12.38 
16.23 



2.73 



NS 



• 



TABLE 8 

DAY CARE BEHAVIOR INVENTORY SURVEY 
RESULTS FOR EXPERIMENTAL (SPECIAL - tnit-ratION) AND 
CONTROL (SPECIaU NO INTEGRATION) GROUPS 
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Experimental 
Control 



Experimental 
Control 



Experimental 
ControT 



Experimental 
Control 



Experimental 
Control 



Experimental 
Control 



N 

14 
12 



14 

12 



14 
12 



14 
12 



PRt 



14 
12 



14 
12 



16.93 
18.75 



12.85 
12.75 



8.21 
9.08 



8.36 
9.00 



12.00 
12.08 



16.79 
17.75 



Subtest: Extraversion 
POST 



ANCOVA 



SD 



3.67 
5.40 



14 
12 



17.93 
18.92 



SD 

4.50 
3.00 



Subtest: Task Oriented Bphavinr 



6.30 
5.10 



14 
12 



14.07 
12.25 



Subtest: Intraversinn 



3.29 
4.91 



14 
12 



10.29 
7.67 



4.21 
5.07 



4.97 
2.31 



Subtest: Hostility 



5.42 
4.67 



14 
12 



8.79 
11.08 



J. 85 
5.79 



Subtest; Distractibillty 



4.84 
3.29 



14 
12 



11.14 
13.00 



Subtest: Considerations 



3.24 
3.02 



14 
12 



17.57 
16. 4t 



3.80 
5.14 



4.r 

3.15 



.13 



1.61 



3.28 



1.83 



2.46 



.95 



SIG. OF 



NS 



NS 



.08, 



NS 



NS 



NS 
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None of the three measuring instrument administered to parents showed any signlfl- . 
eint change In mean scores. Tables 9, 10 and 11 describe that data. 

According to the results on the Project Evaluation Survey I, (Table 12), the parti- 
cipating teachers and staff unanimously Indicated that they felt the study was an over- 
whelnlng success. They offered a number of suggestions for Improvement with more 
coiMinlcatlon ,between agency teachers as a top priority. The most positive change In 
the students' I behavior was the growth that was made In social, language and physical 
areas. The .most Important skills and knowledge needed for successful Integration of 
severely handicapped children is "patience, understanding, love and caring" and 
"training in needs and teaching of ^dlvlduals with exceptional needs." All in'al], 
the teach*-s and participants con. .oered the project to be a success and they expressed ^ 
their pleasure in having participated in the project. 

Project Evaluation Survey IP (Table 13) showed strengths and weaknesses of the 
project. Ideas for future workshops and the successes of the ones presented were 
particular areas of value. More participation on the part of parents was also stressed 
for future projects. They i'.dicated that although the anecdotal records took time, 
they provided evidence as to the growth of the participating students. 

A summary of the anecdotal records by teachers for each of the participating 
fourteen IWEN's are presented in Appendix B. 
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TABLE 9 

PARENTAL AHITUDE TOWARDS INTEGRATION SURVEY RESULTS 

PRE POST 

N 3r SD N T SD t 

13 60.31 8.33 i: 59.08 6.37 .80 



TABLE 10 

PARENTAL PERCEPTION OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR SURVEY RESULTS 

PRE POST 

N X SD N X SD t Sig.cf t 

13 59.62 10.5^ 13 61.23 6.30 .63 NS 



Sig.of t 
NS 



SUBTEST 



TABLE 11 



HOME BEHAVIOR INVENTORY SURVEY RESUDTS 





PRE 






POST • 








N 


X 


SD 


N 


J 


SO 


t 


Sig.of 


13 


20.77 


3.30 


13 


18.92 


5.82 


1.56 


NS 


13 


14.3' 


3.28 ' 


13 


14.85 


5.55 


.41 


NS 


13 


7.23 


1.64 


13 


8.15 


3.18 


1.28 


NS 


13 


8.31 


3.84 


13 


7.85 


2.44 


.73 


NS 


13 


12.85 


3.60 


13 


12.08 


5.09 


.84 


NS 


13 


18.38 


3.18 


13 


19.31 


4.82 


.76 


NS 



Extraversion 

Task Oriented 
Behavior 

Intraverslon 

Hostility 

Oistractlblllty 

gl^^iderations 
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Table 12 

PROJECT EVALUATION SURVEY I 
INTEgIaTION PROJECT 
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YES 



42 
39 

39 

26 

34 



Did your school participate in the integration 
project? 

Do you think the project was a success? 

Old the children with exceptional needs benefit 
from the integration? 

4. Did the regular preschool children benefit from 
the integration? 

5. Would you like to participate in a similar project 
next year? 

6. What changes could be made to improve the chances 
of SUCC3SS in a future project on integrating 
children with exceptional needs in regula^^ pre- 
school programs? 

a^ communicatic . feedback from program teachers 
b. information on total child 
' c. ^ training on IWEN 

d. more help in classroom 

e. better ways of running field trips, conferences, etc, 

f. more time with liaison 

g. more days in program 

h. full day vs. part day 

i. lists of priorities: needs, observations 
J. more children/openings 

k. IWEN with different handicaps 

1. more observation time at Schelby 

m. parent involvement 

n. start programs earlier in year 

0. parent expectations of IWEN 

p. qualified staff 

q. smaller prei>chool classes 

r. more structure, preschool 

s. better nutrition, preschool 

t. home visits by preschool 

u. parent input 

7. What were some of the positive outcomes of the integration 
project? 

a. growth - soci. language, physical 

b. acceptance, both ways, child-child 

c. understanding, awareness children/parents 

d. success, IWEN 

e. exposure of IWEN to normal child 

f. IWEN learnedmodeling from normal child 

Q . g. other agencies, community, familiarized with IWEN 
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100 
100 

100 

' 100 

92 



NO 
# 

0 
0 



0 
0 



8 



# of 

Responses 

3' 
2 



(2) 

I 

(2] 

!1: 

(i; 

;i; 

i; 

,i; 

[li 



h. independence displayed 

IWEN expressing own feelings in preschool acceptance 

j. increased participation 

k* parent observed IWEN can care for self 

!• IWEN adjustment cositive 

m. better conwunication between child 'and s^ff 

n. positive self-concept 

0. lengthened attention span 
p, staff learning took place 
q. IWEN fit into curriculum 

r. working with different agencies 

s. transition for IWEN to other programs 

t. not as protected in preschool (positive) 

u. IWEN learning to function in world 

V. better understanding of IWEN 

w. H.S. staff growth 

What teacher skills or knowledge are essential for the. successful 
integration of children with exceRtio^"*** needs? 

a*, patience, understanding, love and caring 

b. training in needs/teaching of IWEN 

c. background of IWEN/handicaps 

d. understanding of child limits/needs 

e. lean.ing that a child is a child 

f. discipline as you would any child 

g. sharing and integrating lessor plans; goals 

h. remembering that they learn by exploring 

1. skills in making anecdotal records 
3/ basic child psychology 

k. information concerning expectations of JWEN 

1. observation techniques developed further 

m. support of program by regular teac^her 

n. time , / 

0. communication between teachers / 

p. learning not to overprotect IWEN 

q. learning to give them room to breathe, etc. 

r. allow child to work on his strengths 

s. temperament to cope 

t. techniques of IWEN teachers 

u. accepting at IWEN*s developmen^-al level 

V. IWEN often cannot carry through activity without help 

w. IWEN often not able to mal'e choices, activities 

X. IWEN learns differently 

y. coping with hyperactivity 

z. choosing IWEN capable of integration 

General comments regarding the integration, project: 

a. project worked well, enjoyed it 

b. want to do U again 

c. good for l children 

d. program reward inq 
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e. beautiful interacting, learning between children 

fV greater opportunity for social, language development 

g. liaison stipport success of prouram 

h. st**f iweenings benefit 

i. more f'^e'^uent staff meetings (both) 
J. want cr;ifdfen more days 

k. want IWEN on consecutive days 

K enjoyed IWEN 

m. gained a better understanding of IWEN 

n. anecdotal records will be done when H.S* are done 

0. feedback on IWEN progress after integration 

p. kept records to record negative or positive progress 

q. difficult at times 

r. successful for IWn participating 

s. program well organized 

t. teacher should have input as to child placement in which program 

u. top much food encouraged 

V. improved self^^teem ^'^r one child- ^ 

w, aides to help Yh"^ Merc ' programs 

X. workshops dealing with IWEN and how they learn 

y. more visible involvement with county CD centers 

2. expand to private preschool s 
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Ta»^le 13 



SCHELBY CEWTER PRE-SCHOOL INTEGRATION PROJECT EVALUm.ION ■ lay 6, 1977 



YFS NO 

1. Die the October workshop fit your needs? Why? 26 5 

2. What areas or topics would you like to have Included in work- 
shops in the future? 

3. Did you use the leaflets, "Guidelines for Integratiiiy Handi- 
capped Children", that were given to y^'* at the orientation? Why? 19 6 

> 

4. Did they fit your program needs? Why(not)? 13 2 

5. Mould you use additional Information of this type? What type? 15 4 

6. Were the transportation arrangements satisfactory? Why? 30 7 

7. Was the actual Integration process satisfactory? Why? 31 2 

8. Do yoM feel that the child/center assignments were appropriate? 

Why? 30 4 

9. Do you feel that this program filled a need(s) of each child ^ 
participating}? Why? How? 28 4 

10. In the future can you see parents of Schelby Center children 
participating In some way In your program? How? 29 4 

11. Did yo«« find taking anecdotal records helpful In relationship 

to the child and your program? Why? 21 7 

12. Were the guidelines .helpful In writing the anecdotal records? 

Why? 15 6 

13. Did you find the stafflngs on Individual children were helpful 

In meeting the child's needs? Why? 24 4 

14. Was the program coordinator heloful? Why? 30 3 

15. What ways could the coordinator be of more assistance? 

16. Do you feel a need for communicating more often with your 

child's teacher? Why? Iff 6 

17. How could this be done? 

18. If this program Is continued, what would you like to see done 
differently or Included that wasn't done this year? 
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i4 

!• ' Did the October Workshop fit your needs? 
Interesting to meet the teachers (2) 
able to discuss and share concerns » answer questions (5) 
didn't have any IWEN in center (1) 
did not attend first workshop 

didn't know what to ask or expect of IWEN before we had children (2) 

knew what to expect (insight) when IWEN began (4) 

better understanding of handicap (1) 

opportunity to meet Schelby personnel (1) 

opportunity to observe children In classroom (1) 

used information several^ times (1) 

useful but not geared for r'^.nmunity workers (1) 

would like all of staff to attend workshops (1) « 
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Whilt areas or topics would you like to have included in workshops in 
the future? 

Iwen should be treated as normal (1) 

Basic learning techniques- (1) 

Films of IWEN {1) 

Set clear guidelines (1) 

Specific activities for IWEN and handicaps (1) 

Workshops relating to development of IWEN (1) 

Time to work In.Schelby classroom (2) 

Training for aides (1) 

How to ha^cjle normal children when picking qn IWEN (1) 

Evaluation of child's progress (1) 

Mqre meetings w/ classroom teachers (2) 

Small group discussior on prospective IWEN (2) 

t 

Behavior (4) 

Teacher/child relationships (1) 

Parent/teacher relationships (1) 

Things being done w/ IWEN (2) 

Things not done w/ IWEN (1) 

Role of community worker and IWEN (1) 

Training - MH, visual, auditary (1) 

More integrated activities, classes and schools (1) 

Materials used (classroom) (1) 
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3. Did you use the leaflets, "Guidelines for Integrating Handicapped Children" 
tiiiat were given to you at the orientation? Why? 

& 4. OU they fit your program needs? Why (not)? 

5. • Would you use additional information of this type? What type? 

5 Systematic rite of procedures (i.e., fieldtrips, responsibilities, -rights, 

transportation) (i) 

Need resource materials (2) 

Behavioral materials (2) 

' Helped understand need >nd how to meet needs (1) " 

Helpful in what to look for, how to work w/, do's and don't's (4) 

; ' ' : Good resource (2). 

' Information geared to community worker (1) ^ 

(I 

Already using most information (1) 
More extensive information^ (1) 

9 

Used Inforfhation sometimes' (4) 



f 

Here the transportat on arrangements satisfactory? Why? 
some kids go to Schelby, then to Merced (1) 
IWEN not ride so much, how to avoid? (1) 
^bus drivers were last to be informed (1) ^ 
lack of communication between Schelby and bus (3) 
bus driver disruptive, talked. too much, too long (1) 
too early at first, changed tp later time (2) 
driver waited for IWEN to use restrooms (1) 
driver explained things to IWEN (1) 
arranr^Ciiients satisfactory (2) 

give drivers calendar of trips and non-school days (1) 
school time lost in transportation (i) 
buses lale getting back seve^^al times (1) 
very efficient (1) 

drivers impatient If IWEN not ready (1) 

a 

wanted IWEN to go on all field trips (1) 
bus delivered to door (1) 
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Vbs the actual Integration process. satisfactory? Why? 
teacher of IWEN visited (1) 
teacher should visit more (1) 

Mickle w/ them so they woald have someone familiar (1 
'expanded language anu social behavior (1) 
entire staff participated w/ integration (1) 
staff attitude positive (1) 
IWEN benefited (D 
done smoothly (1) 

both sets of children -^accepted the other (1) 
gave^ both programs more knowledge (1) 
we^'re all alike (1) 
liaison worked well w/ us to make it so (1) 
, mostly, it worked fine, but may not apply for all (1) 
one IWEfi wanted to stay at Schelby (1) 
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8» Do you feel that the child/center assignments were appropriate? Why? 
overcrowding (1)^ 
lack of structure (1) 

think Jose Cabello belongs in elementary school, nou Schelby (1) 

saw posltive^results (1) 

enough flexibility to change if necessary (1) 

mefet needs of child (1) * ' / . 

we could have more children (1) • 

<ievelop growth in social, physical and language ' ^ -'^ 

acceptance by all children concerne^^ (IJ ' 

assignments right (1) ^ 

easy to teach (1) ^ ' 

» 

one child enough In shall center (1) 



K Oo you feel that this program filled a need(s) of each child participating? 
Wiy? How? 

diversion for IWEN (D 
deve'.jp language » socially (5) 

normal peer relationships/wdeU (?) ^ 
uncertain (1) 

very few uplaints about program/ IWEN (1) 

gave each IWEN some time (1) 

both groups enjoyed selves (1) 

both groups got a lot out of program (2) 

need of actual integratTdn (1) 

some students had little change (1) 

fit in (1) 

better understanding of world (1) 
good for adults (1) 
exposure to larger groups (1) 
IWEN is part %''^whole" world (1) 
wanted to go on field tri-^s (2) 
IWEN tries (1) 
bridge before kindergarten (1) 
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Im the future, can you see parents of Schelby Center children participating 
in some way in your program? How? 

no need to participate (1) 

follow, same guidelines as H.S. parents (3) 

help in classroom (13) 

help w/ some of Mickie's jGbs^(l)/ 

observe (4) , 

attend parent workshops (H.S.) (/l) 

depends on parents feelings (l) 

/ 

better help for IWCN (1) /\ 

/ 

help for parent (1) / 
help celebrate birthdays (1); 
some parents did participate |[1) 
parent conferences (1) 
field trips (1) 

not in same room as their chi^d (2) 
lea»ning new ways (1) \^ 
be better info.ined (1) \ 
to see where their child is (\) 
home visits (1) \ 
use insight/input (1) 
better adjustment in H.S. (2) 
more staff is needed (1) j 
when we're qualified to haridle parents IWEN (1|) 
participate in parents group (1) 
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11, Did you find taking anecdotal records helpful in relationship to the child 
and your program? Why? 

12, Were the guidelines helpful in writing the anecdotal records? Why? 
didn't use them (i) 

s^4are w/ regular teacher (2) 

every 2 weeks not each day (1) 

waste of time (1) 

might help some one (2) 

too much time (5) 

helped w/ other children (i) 

shared guidelines w/ staff not working w/ IWEN (i) 

showed progress (5} 

helped keep better records overall (2) 

forgot to write eacK'^v (i) 

guidelines not plain enough (2) 

didn't ket:p records (2) 

no follow-up (1) 

still didn't understand why h<i was reacting in certain ways 
helpful w/ other children (i) 
. seemed to be duplicating notes each day (1) 
helped me to be objective (2) 
would like them traveling between centers ^(2) 
showed me what to look for (1) 
can review (i) 

helped w/ problems (1) * . 



Did you find the staffings on individual children were nelpful in meeting 
the child's needs? Why? 

briefing w/ teachers unfamiliar w/ I WEN (1) 

shared concerns/ process, etc, (3) 

help understand IWEN (3) 

flexibility was always allowed (l) 

did not meet (2) 

each staff member contributed (1) 

constructive (1). 

honesty between staffs (1) 

Scnelby teachers didn't know much about child (i) 
understaffed - intefrf erred (1) 
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Has the program coordinator helpful? Why? 

What ways could the coordinator be of more assistance? 

sometimes (i) 

took care of details, planning (2) 
regular visits to centers (3) 
coRimjnlcation source teachers administration (5) 
need to learn better picture*- taking techniques (1) 
take pictures in each program (1) 
just observed (1) 
/Could give more information, child, handicap (2) 
would like to talk to her more (2) 
set up mre meetings w/ teachers (1) 
willing to discuss any pi'^oblem (1) 
ran program smoothly (2) 
continue position (1) 
visited at vrong times (2) 
call first (center) (3) 
talked w/ head teacher (1) 
bridge b<>tween schools (1) 
coordinated bus» meetings, etc. (3) 
always available (2) 

had period-^c mini '-meetings w/ teachers (1) 
meeting needs of current' programs (1) 
cooperative (2) ^ 
kep us informed about I WEN (1) 
spend more time visiting centers (1) 

72 
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Question 14 and 15 (continued) 
^od resource person (1) 
should not have to go on field trips (1) 
should go on all field trips (1) 
give inservice training (1) 
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16. Do you feel a need for conmunicating more often with your child's teacher? 

Mhy? 

no (1) ^ 

ensure areas of IWEN's development not overlooked (2) 

two teaching teams work together thru: notes, phone, meetings (4) (5) (5) 

adjustment & activities center (new), Schelby and home (4) 

arrange meetings for a regularly certain time (3) 

record IWEN behavior (1) 

time when both teachers aren't busy (1) 

liaison kept us informed (2) 

teacher (reg.) more familiar w/ IWEN's needs (1) 

teacher and aide excnange for day or two (1) 

r^ed to discuss, problems along the way (1) 

morenrt^its to pre-schools by teacher of IWEN (2) 

communicate^ thru coordinator (1) 
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If this program is continued, what would you like to see done differently 
or Included that wasn't done this year? 

not allow child to participate at my teacher discretion (1) 

develop relationship (closer) between teachers (2) 

more communication between centers, continue (3) 

make provisions for non-toilet trained children (3) 

would like to see visually/communicative IWEN participate in program (U 

mor6 IWEN's in program (1) 

evaluation of students shared w/ program (2) ' 

more integrated activities (1) 

coordinated teacher planning (1) 

parent participation (3) 

include children in all field trips (2) 

children on consecutive days (1) 

more staff (l) 

workshops, inservice (i) 

more information on each iWEN 
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SUMMARY/CONCIUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS * 

^ V- 

The process of integrating severely handicapped Individuals with exceptional 

needs into regular preschool programs was a success. Forty-two staff members 

were involved in the integration program and all claimed that the project (a) 

was a success, (b) IWENS benefited from the Integration, (c) regular children 

tenefited from the Integration and a vast majority (92%) indicated that they would 

like to participate In a similar project again. 

« 

Teachers and staff attitudes toward the process of Integration improved signifi- 
cantly over the seven month perld^V More and better conmunl cation between tefchers, 
parents and othet staff members was mentioned as needing Improvement. More parent 
participation, professional help and Integration activities (e.g., field trips) 
was also advised. Two and three year old IWENS could benefit According to some 
participants providing proper supervision and training were provided. The project 
as, a whole promoted understanding and acceptance of handicapped children In 
regular school situations. 

A wider variety of IWENS should also be Integrated into a future project. A 
larger number of students should also be integrated In new projects. More Inservice 
training for regular teachers is also recommended on the behavior and learning 
patterns of IWENS. Teachers must possess such traits such as. patience, understanding 
love and caring for best results. 

Future studies designed to build on these findings should provide educators, 
parents and the general public with a data base from which to determine the effec- 
tiveness of integrating severely handicapped children in^o regular programs. The 
results of this study certainly support continued Investigation. 
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APPENDIX A 



EVALUATION AND SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 
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PROJECT EVALUATION SURVEY I 



School - pate_ 

tosltlon 

♦ ^ « 

tr Old your school participate in the integration project? 

i. Od you think the project was a success? 

\3. Old the children witK exceptional needs benefit from the 
Integration? 

4v ' Did the repular preschool children benefit from the 
integration? 

5. Would you like to participate in a similar project 
next year?, 



Yes No 



6. What changes could be made to improve the chances of success in a future project on 
integrating children with exceptional needs in regular preschool programs? 

a. 
c. 

7. Mhait were some of the positive outcomes of the .ntegration project? 
a. w 

c. 

8. What teacher skills or knowledge are essential for the successful intogration of 
children \yith exceptional needs? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

9. General tomments regarding th6 integration project: 



PROJECT EVALUATION SURVEY II 



(Hd the October workshop fit your needs? Yes No Why? 



What areas or topics would you like to have included in workshops in 
the future? 

1. 

2. 

3. 



Did you use the leaflets, "Guidelines for Integrating Handicapped Children", 
that were given to you at the orientation? Yes No Why? 



Did they fit your program needs? Yes No Why(not)? 

I 

WodU-you use a.dditional information of this type? Yes No What Type? 

Were the transportation arrangements satisfactory?^ Yes No Why? 

Was the actuaV integration process satisfactory? Yes No Why? 



Do you feel that the child/center assignments were appropriate? 
Yes No Why? 



Do you feel that this program filled a need(s) of each child particiDatinq? 
Yes No Why? How? k » 



In the future, can you see parents of Schelby Center children oarticipatinq 
in some way j^n your program? Ye3_ No How? 



SO 



11. Did you find taking anecdotal records helpful in relationship to the child 
and your program? Yes No Why? 



12. Were the guidelines helpful in writing the anecdotal records? 
Yes No Why? 



13. Did you find the staffings on individual; children were helpful in meeting 
the child's needs? Yes No Why? 



14. Was the program coordinator helpful? Yes No Why? 

15. What ways could the coordin'ator be of more assistance? 



16. Do ou feel a need for communica^tinp more often with your ghild's teacher? 
Yes No Why? 



17. How could this be done? 



18. If this program is continued, wha't would you like to see dene differently 
-or included that wasn^t done this year? 
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; TEACHER ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION 
Staff I.D. Date 



p Position School 



/ 



Definitions: 

IMEN - Individual With Exceptional Needs 

Integration - Partial day placement, of IWEN into regular programs 
Regular Programs - Headstart or Child Development (Day Care) Classes 

* ' ' ' • . 

STRONGLY NOT STRONGLY 

AGREE AGREE SuRE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

1. I believe in integrating handi- 
ce:/ped children in a regular 
class program for part of the day 

2. I believe IWEN cin be success- 
fully Integrated into a regular 
class program for pa? t of the day 

3. I believe that integration in a 
regular p**ogram will have long 
term benefits for IWEN ...... 

4.ir'#*i*1n do my part in making 
pla^'emer M in a regular program 
a success 

5. IWEN will be abl6 to adjust well 
with children attending a regu- 

, ,lar program 

6. IWEN will feel at case and com- 
fortable in a regular class 
program 

7. IWEN will be able to do all 
^ the activities in the regular 
1^ school program 

3. IWEN will be aDle to share toys 
i and cooperate with others in 
|. the regular school prt^gram .... 

9. I believe that integration in 
a regular program will result 
in IME^f developing better 
behavior patterns ^ 

10- IWEN win make fr.^nds easily 

in a regular Oas. program .... 

\ 
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STR0N61Y NOT STRONGLY 

AGREE AGREE SURE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

11. lUEN win be accepted by the 

children in the regular programs . 



12. IWEN will not require much more 
time and attention than the 
regular class children . . . . 

13. IW^N will be as well behaved as 
rec|u1dr class children . . . . 



14. IWEN will want to spend more 
time in the regular school 
program 



15. Most parents of IWEN would kike 
th6ir chile, en (IWEN) to be in- 
/tegrated in the regular class 
/'program for part of the day . . . . 

/16. I believe integration of IWEN 
/ will not negatively affect the 
/ behavior of non-IWEN child^-f^n . . . 



List the three biggest concerns you have about placing the IWEN in a regular 
preschool program: 

1. 



! 2- 
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TEACHFR PERCEPTION OF PUPn. BEHAVIOR 



NAME DATE. 
SCHOO L IWEN 

POsmoH 



STHONGELY NOT STHONGLY 

AGREE ACaflEE SURE DISAGffiE DISAGKEE 



1« Indlvi.dual uLt/^ Exceptional 

Needs (IWEI|) is happy ••••••• 

2* IHEN is easy to get along vath • « 

3. IHEN respects other people's 

belongings 

4# IHEN talks easily with adults • • • 

5« nCSH participates well in large 
groups • 

IHEN follows classroom and play- 
ground rules •••• 

?•* IHiN is outgoing and friendly • • • 

8« IHEN follows directions well ... 

9« IHEK has a good attitude toward 
himself/herself 

10. IHEN has a good attitude toward 
teachers 

!!• IHEN has a good attitxide toward 
Age mates 

12. IH^ ha$ a good attitude toward 
school 

IHEW communicates well for his/hejr 
age « • . . . 

X/m IHED has god language and speech 
^for his/her age 

1% IHEN gets along wqll with other 
ehildrcTi 

16* IHEN has much confidence in him- 
self/herself ...eif<..<*...^ 



84 



ERIC 

hnimiiiiTirn'uaaa 




.^nmmn Oiiidanee Serm inc. 

•UKkSNCRS- AuflOlNG. CIRCIC PINCS. MINNESOTA 55014 




Dite__ 



SMMES 



liYMn 


llllMlK 


\.h 


lA 
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S U MM ARY AND PROFILE --^ti^J^mimmifm^m^fi^^fm 



• Hi JtoU Uttii liklO MliU Ultlri UtiU 3Jto4J i0ti4i 4Jtoie UtsU SittU UtaU Uti7J Mmis 

_ — » tVM__ 

M S-12 IMi li-24 24-30 »3i 3S-42 42 « 4«.S4 54-10 U-72 72-71 TIM ^Jj^ 



»Sits 



•Stands . ^nWalks ^'Runs "Bahnces <*Climbs <>Jumps "Hops •sCireles "Skips •ijump$ ••Folwiifs •'Dances i«Ride$ 

(1) (2) Leader Vehicles 



^Reaches i^Crasps "Marks 2«Unwraps "Disas- «Ass€m- "Throws *«Catchcs •^raws '^Blows '^Draws topastens ••Colors ioM:utsand 

sembles bles Square . Nose Triangle Shoes to Line Pastes 



^Regards *^.ttends I'lmtiates "Discrimi- J^Comphes «»Plays s^Plays ^^Plays "Attends '*Sings "^Helps 
(1) nates Beside (a) Wtth(b) Coop.(c) (2) 



•iplays ••Plays lo'Plays 
Pretend (d) Compet.(e) (f) 



^Babbles ^^vocalizes ^oi^itates ^Mnvites '^Speaks ^^Tatks 



sj'Con- 
verse; 



"Relate^ "Describes '•Recites "^Prints •^Copies ^^peads ^^Adds 



^Nurses > 'Chews Rests "Minds 



3'Con- «Takes '^Qets * «»Dresses «*Toilets "Cleans '^Respects *»Con- 
serves Care Drink Self Self Up Property for^s 



»«iCoop- 
trMes 



K^'^b- 
serves R. 



«Recog- ><Recog- "Recog- 
Few (a) Many (b) Use (c) 



^oRecog- 
His(o 



3«Fondles -Knows '^Tells 
Sex Name 



«2Names '^Knows "Names ••Knows •^Knows ^^Knows ^^^Knows 
Objects DN Corns Age A.M.-P.M. R-L Address 



'Resists > identifies ^^estures ^iwat'^hes 3*Counls2 <'Cump. "Counts 3 «K:omp. '»Counts4 '•Comp. "'Names »*Beats 

Size (1) Texture (2) Weight (3) Colors Rhythm 



»«^tount^ "iTells 
13 Hour 



•Demands "Tests ^^Transfers ^^Explores «oTears "Drama- ^«Builds •^Draws '2Moulds •^Drama- ••Paints ••Invents »o4Solos "'Expen- 

tizes S. (1) ^ tizes M. (2) Stor ^s mer's 



by Afi Penads 



][ 



ERIC 



*' Raw Scert" it tfw toUil numbtr of Nam* tuccntfully patMd aliowtni halt ciatf»t for ± tcocot 
.fAIUImnont Ac*" if) y^n to tfotorminod l»y cl^vktint f%m 4C^«« by 16 (U (torn* ytar) 
ffAHoliwMfrt Ac*" in niorttio m tfstormfnod by mufttplying tcoro by 75 (a rtomt poi % month* tnUrval). 
*"4lUinmont Qtiotiont" i« d9itrmint<f by dtviding Lift Ac« into Attainntont Aflt and muK^plying by 100 



OS 



DAY CARE BEHAVIOR INVEMTORY 
Short Form - Preschool Age 



Earl S« Schaefer azxl May Aaronson 

Child's Mam e Date^ 
Ag e Class ^ Teache r 



INSTRUCTIONS 

Flease depc^ibe as accurately as possible how the above child behaves by circl- 
ing one Ox tlie five responses to each question. Give a response to every 
item and BASE YOUR RtSPONSTtlPOr YOUR P£RSOHAL OBSERVATION AND EXPERIENCE* 
Do *iot confer with anyone about the child. 

Fre- ^e'. Some- Almost 
Always quently time times Never 

I I m i ■ II ■ ■ II I I ij ' 

!• Tries* to be with another or with 

a group. 54321 

2» Keeps trying even if something 

lo hard to do« 5 4 3^1 

3« Prefers to be by himself j wants 

to be let alone* 5 4 3 2 1 

4« Gets in a emper if he can't have 

his way« 5 4 3 2 1 

5« Loses interest a^^id doesn't finish 

a puzzlsi game or painting* 5 4 3 2 1 



6« Is kind and sympathetic to some-* 

one who is upset 02 in trouble* 5 3 



?• lii ea to take part in activities 

with others* 5 4 3 

> 

8* V6ri(8 a long time with a form 
board| puzsle, or other **achiev3- 
ment** tpy, trying to complete it 

or g&t it right. 5 4 3 

9* Vetches othersi but doesn't Join 

In with them. 5 4 3 



Day Care - continued 





AlmosV 
Always( 


quently 


Half 

the 

time 


Scm^ 
times 


Almost 
Never 




Q«t8 impatient and iinpleasant' if 

IM caa't have his way. (^^'^ 


4 


3 


2 


1 


11. 


Forgets a job or errand he stariwii 
as his mind wanders to other things. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


12. 


Tkles to make life easier for others} 
doesn't want to hurt them. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


13. 


Enjoys being with others. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


u. 


PLys attention to what he's doing; 
nothing. seems to distract, hin. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


15. 


Flays by himself rather than wi,th 
others. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


' 1 


16. 


Pushes 9 hitSf kicks others* 


5 


, 4 


3 


2 


1 


17. 


Gets distracted from vAat he's 
doing by what others are doing* 




4 


3 


2 


1 


18. 


la idiling to share candy, food or 
belongings with others. 


5 






2 


1 


19. 


Seeks others out to get them to 
play with him or join in an 
activity. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


2D. 


S*^icks to something he starts 
until it's finished. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


21. 


Ck>es off by himself when others 
are gathering to dance or play 
together. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


22. 


Gets angry when he has to wait his 
turn or share with others. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


23. 


His attention wanders from what 
you're telling him. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


2(h 


Tries to help when he's asked. 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


25. 


Goes up to others and makes friends; 
doesn't wait for them to come to him. 5 


4 


3 


2 


1 
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Italy Care - ecnilnaod 
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iULiDOSt Fr^ the Some- Almost 
Always quently time times Hewi^r 

2L QtdeUy sticks to lAat he's doing, 
even %ihen others are making ncdse 

or doing^ things nearby* 5 4 3 2 1 

Zl. T«wte to withdraw and isolate hinw 
aelfy even viien he*s supposed to 

be with a group- 5 4 3 2 1 

2B. SulkSf gets rcsentfuly and wonH 

do things he should^ 5 4 3-2 1 

29» Goes frofti one thing to another; 

<|aickly loses interest in things* 5 4 3 2 1 



30 



Awolts hiS tuTO wlllingLy. 5 4 3 2 1 
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PARENTAL ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION 



PAREMT ^ SCHOOL 



STRONGLY NOT STRONGLY 

ACaiEE AGREE SURE DISAGREE DISAGREE 



1. I believe in integrating handi- 
capped children in a regular 
class program for part of the 
day* 

2» I would like my child integrated 
in a regular class program for 
part of the day* • • € 

3# I believe my child can be jnacces^- 
fuUy integrated into a regular 
class program for part of the 
day* • „ 

4# I will do my part in making place« 
ment in ^he regular program a 
succe'T^ ••••••••••••^ 

5» Z Delieve that integration into 
a regular program will have long 
term benefits fo; my child • • • ^ 

6* I believe that integration in a 
regular program vdll result in my 
child learrdng more appropriate 
ways, of behaving ^ 

7* Hy chUd will be able to adjust 
well with children attending a 
regular program _ 

6. Hy child will feel at ease and 
comfortable in a regular class 
program ••••• ••••••• 

9. Ify child will make friends 
easily in the regular class 
program ••••••••••••^ 

10* Hy child will be able to do all 
of the activitie55 in the regular 
school program 
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PARorr 

« CHILD 



SITONGLY NOT STBDNGLY 

AGREE ACREE SURE DISAC31EE DISACglEE 



Urn Hy child will be able to share 
. toys and ccx)perate vdth others 
In the regular school program • 

12# Hy child vdll be accepted by 
the other children in the 
regular program 

13* My child vdll not -require more 
time and attention than "the 
regular children in the class • 

I/m My child win be as well be- 
haved as r o^ar class 
children ••••••• •••• 

!>• My child will want to spend more 
time in the regular school > 
program •••••••••••• 



list the three biggest co-jems you havo about placing your child in a 
regular preschool program; 
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PARENTAL PERCEPTION OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR 
PJaiEIIT-_i * SCHOOL 



(SHU) 



STRONGLY NOT STRONCaY 

AGREE ACREE SURE DISACatEE DISACglEE 



U Hy child is happy 

2i Hy child is easy to get along 
with 

3* Hy child resi -^cta ^otbsr peojde^s 
bclori^jigs . . • 

4« Hy child talks easily >dth 

adxilts #• 

5. Hy child participates wexl in 

i large groups ••••••••• 

6. My child folic ^'s classroom and 
playground rules • 

7. Hy child is outgoing and 
friendly •••••• •_• • • • 

8. Hy child follows directions 
veil « • o 

9# Hy cliild ba^ a good attitude 
toward himself/herself • • • • 

10. Hy child has a good attitude 
toward teachers •••••••• 

11« Hy child has a good attitude 
^ toward his/her age mate/5 • 



12# Hy child has a good attitude 
^ toward school • • • • • • • • 

13m My child cdmmuijicates well 

for his/her age • . • 

14« Hy child has good language and 
speech for higher age • • • • 

15. My child gets along well with 
other chiSLdren • • • « • . • • 

16« My child has much confidence in 
himself/herself^ • 
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HOME BEHAVIOR INViWTOror 
Companion to Day Care Behavior Inventory 
Short Form - Preschool Age 
Earl S. Schaef er and May Aaronaon 



ERIC 



Date 



MP 



Class 



Teacher 



INSTRUCTIONS 



tneaae describe as accurately as possible how your child behaves by circUng 



Half . 
Almost Pre- the Some- Alaost 
always quently time times never 



1. Goes up to others and makes friendsi 
doesn't wait until they cane to him. 

2. Sticks to something he starts until 
it's finished, 

3. Prefers to be by himself; grants to 
be let alone. 

4. Gets in. a temt r if he can't have 
his way 



3 

9 

3 

-3^ 




7. Ukes to be with people rather than 
by himself." 

8. Quietly sticks to what he's doing 
when others are making noise or 
doing things nearby. 

9. Pl^ys by' himself rather than with 
others. , 

10. G^ts angry when he has to wait his 
turn or share with others. 



5 
5 



5 
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HOME ecniinuod 
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Half 

Almost Fre- the Some- Almoat 
always quently "time times never 

!!• Forgets a job or erraixi he otarted| 

as his mind wanders to other things* 5 4 3 2 

12* Tries to make life easier for others} 

doesnH want to hurt them* 5 4 3 2 

13* Looks for someone to talk with or 

play with* 5 4 3 2 

14# Spends a long time with things that J 

interest hiro# 4 3 2 

15* Pulls away, hides, leaves the room 

idien visitors come. ' 5 4 3 2 



16« Pushes, hits, kicks others. 5 4 3 2 

17. His attention wanders from \irtiat 

you're telling him. * 5 4 > 2 

18# Is willing to share candy, food or 

belongings with others. 5 4 3 2 

19. Likes to talk to visitors. '5 4 3 2 

20. Keeps trying even if something is 

hard to do. - 5 4 -3 2 



21. Watches others, but doesn't Join in 

idth them. . , 5 4 3 2 

22. Picks Rights. 5 4 3 2 

23. Goes from one thing to another} 

quickly loses interest in things. 5 4 3 2 

24« Tries holp when hef^^s asked. 5 4 3 2 

25. Tries tlo get attention by smiling. 

find tnlkin? to jjeople* 5 4 3 2 
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Half 

Almost Pre;- the Some- A^jnoet 

always quently time times . never 

26* Triee to do something the best he 

can^ even if it takes a^long time. 5 4 3 \ 2 

27* Is too shy or bashful to flay 

idth others* 5 4 3 2 

26* Sulks, gets resentful, and won't 

do things he should. 5' - 4 3 2 

29* Gives up on what he's, trying to do 

if it takei more than | a sh^rt timo. 5 4.3 2 

30# Tries to please o*^her^. 5 . 4 3 2 
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CASE STUDIES 
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INTEGRATION PROJECT 76/77 

Merced County Schools 

Schelby Center for Special Education 



Child ID #13 



Case Study #1 . — , 

♦Jorge spent 142 hours integrated into Head Start on two alternating days, weekly. 
He was reserved during the initial integration process, but he adapted well and par- 
ticipated in the program. He began to chatter and socialize with the other children. 
At this time, his mother began volunteering regularly at Head Start. Jorge re- 
gressed considerably. When his mother was with him, he talked a great deal, but 
would not participate. On separation from his mother, he cried a great deal and 
refused to participate in activities or with others. By February, after his 
mother's transfer to another room, Jorge began to function and was adapting to seeing 
his mother move about the center without him. At this time, Jorge received his first 
pair of glasses. Also, normally very passive, Jorge started displaying aggressive 
behaviors in his regular classroom by defending himself and his playthings. Other 
significant changes included, extension of his attention span through a behavior 
modification program which was phased out completely by May. Pl^o^essive increases 
were observed in language with words distinguishable while "chatting . His social 
development improved at both centers in the areas of interaction and modeling. At 
the end of the project, he was found to need constant stimulation and prodding in 
fine motor activities. 



Case Study # 2 



Child ID #14 



Amy was integrated 123 hours on a semi-weekly basis. She inmediately began 
modeling behaviors of other children as if to fit with the others. She was happy 
and outgoing, but without verbalization. She joined in music and dancing. In 
December she was interacting and babbling with the other children. By January, 
she was using words, attempting to eat with a fork, trying to sing and mimicking 
the other children. She became less aggressive in her regular classroom with the 
smaller children. Amy's teacher reported after observations in Head Start that her 
behavior was very similar in both classrooms. As her interaction wth peers in- 
creased, ,her dependence on adults decreased. 

;s the year progressed. Amy was making attempts to converse and would repeat 
words with prompting. Improvement was seen in painting skills, coloring ano other 
fine motor areas. She began doing little errands and showing off her art work. 
Aftlr^wS wIeks absence. Amy was able to resume the normal routine in both programs 
without observable regression. Continued development was observed in following 
simple directions, helpfulness, language while incidences of aggressive behavior 
dropped. The close of the project found Amy competing with and trying to keep up 
with her Head Start peers. 



Case Study #3 



Child ID #15 



Jack integrated Head Start 139 hours on a semi-weekly basis. Initially he was 
frightened and continued to be hesitant and reserved into December, at which time 
he started interacting and verbalizing with the other children. His attendance 
early in the program and after Christmas was spasmodic due to colds, o^r^^g tjis 
time he shared willingly then suddenly refused to share. He and his Head start 
teacher discussed sharing at which time the problem ceased. 
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INTEGRATION PROJECT 76/77 



Jack willingly joined group activities and participated for short periods of time. 
He would then gravitate to the playhouse area, where he would play by himself or invite 
Ms teacher or friends to join him. This area appeared to be the most comfortable for 
Here he verbalized, interacted and role played. At music time he would attempt 
to sing even when he didn't know the words. Jack had problems learning to manipulate 
c paint brush, but could bounce a basketball and throw it into a oasket. 

Jack's regular teacher noted that he assimilated well into his regular class 
after Head Start visits. However, she questioned whether or not the children did 
all the art projects, as well as where Jack was learning four letter words he used. 

While Jack was improving in social and language skills at Head Start, his regular 
teacher felt that he had regressed in areas of concentration, cooperation, spent too 
mich time in the kitchen and toy areas and was displaying aggressive behavior in his 
regular class. She felt that he should leave the program. After a conference 
between both teachers, the decision was made to leave him in the program. 

The Head Start teacher reported that Jack started coming to school in March with 
his head up, smiling, saying Hi, and joining the others. His regular teacher re- 
ported that he was more cooperative. He finished out the year. 

Cas. Study #4 . CMUJOm 

Sara spent 128 hours on a semi-weekly basis integrated. Sara is the most out- 
going of alf our children. Our biggest concern was her "n«>J*^ering' other chi^^^^ 
For that reason, we placed her in a class of o der preschoolers without another IWEN. 
At first she transferred her "mothering" to a large doll .when she discovered the chil- 
dren didn't like it. Gradually, the doll was replaced with normal spontaneous peer 
relationships. 

Sara demanded that her name be put on a cubbie and coat hookthe first day« J^e 
participated in all the activities; music, painting, games, matching, puzz es, finger 
plays, etc. Both of her teachers commented that she was very verbal and always had 
the last word. Sara was helpful in the classroom, followed two .nd three directions, 
stayed with projects until completed, solved problems and involved herself in motor 
activities. At the end of the proje-t, her Head Start teacher noted that she was less 
domineering, was interacting more with her peers, and required no more attention 
than her peers. 

Cas. Study #5 . ChilliL112_ 

Uavne was integrated for 112 hours on a semi -weekly basis. He knew where he was 
going and we discussed it in the car on the first day. He was quiet, reserved and 
SpJJdeJt on Sara for the first few visits. We placed them in d^^ff f?* c assrooms 
and Wayne gradually became involved with the other children for social ization. He 
fSTlSlid directions readily and was not a behavior problem He was cour eous caut ous 
and compassionate while at the He»d Start Center. He was more outgoing ^"^^is regular 
classrobm. Although he socialized with the children, he spent a great deal of time by 
himself. Wayne shared playthings, but also would defend his belongings. 
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INTEGRATION PROJECT 75/77 

Wayne participated in all activities. He recognized and spelled his name. He 
really enjoyed easel painting, making collages, and experimenting w th the scales. 
His Head Start Teacher noted that he was reasonable, cooperative and happy. 

Child ID #13 



Case Study #6 ■ 

Allen was integrated for 160 hours on a semi -weekly basis. Allen blended well. 
However he and Snother IWEN created a problem. They were sent on d;'^^^/;^ ^ays. 
ThU heioed for a short period of time. Allen had difficulties on and off throughout 
III w^i^^ith Ms aaaressive playful behavior. The Head Start children solved the 
;5obreS't^^se?JL ^spn-ng.' H^ was enjoyed by the staff and children and was invited 
to stay through the lunch hour. 

Language was Allen's biggest limitation. In most areas he was J^^^tioning at a 
three + level in cutting, painting, etc. With the exception of wrestling, there was 
iS^J llttle pea? inteStiSn. His Head Start teacher described hin, as being happy 
and loving. 

Child ID 119 

Case Study #7 — ' 

lim wa<: intearated 159 hours on a semi-weekly basis. He was invited to participate 

ii-tte pUc!;iSt rJlJe 11 TttU P^er interaction. He depended on adult socialization. 

Child ID 12) 

Case Study #8 — • — 

Oessic, crjto^ the pro^ra™ after the CS^i^'^J^rtjfn^^errL^fro^ W? to 
Z i^?9teiod^j5i!?5^«lS;enr infe? wi!ere sh^ gradually became a full ti™ 
Student and was dropped from our roles. , 

„ft?'-^eJr'^52?^dMstt'pid"rro:r.^i^ 

t'Z TtoVecognizable S^>wl"9=. -cognized numbers ; {^PJ J « , " f . 'SXe"" 
'pJJ?4L;r??:"dS?f§rpe;"d^n! ?J in., "cSnrr^JftS^S^o c^ldren in^er own age 
group and became a leader. 

During the initial changes Jessica reverted to adult dependence and wetting^^^ 
This Slly lasted for a day or two. The long range plan for Jessica is to enter 
kindergarten in the fall. 

93 
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Ca.e Study #9 . ChMJDiil 

Angela was Integrated 230 hours starting on a semi -weekly basis to four full days 
a week until her vamily moved from the area. 

Angela was primarily socially dependent on adults. After several wfeks of inte- 
gratioS. she begin reaching out aJd interacting for a few minutes with the children 
IS was £pp* outgoing and a tease. Was known to call her teacher a "turkey" . She 
l2rS5d ever?ones name, 7-8 colors, shapes, etc. Angela relayed messages from home 
IS^SoiriXd relat«l activities she had participated in to any listener, n 
atteiStrto Compete in gross motor activities. Angela took lots of tumbles. Usually 
was Able to bounce up and try again. 

Angela's regular teacher was concerned about her loss of manipulative skills after 
integration. She adapted her schedule to fit .^ngela's needs. 

Over a two year span. Angela had developed a strong relationship with i^egylar 
•teachS^! which cheated a problem when her family was transferred from thr area. Angela 
Sited to Ske her teacher with her and became extremely "PSft when, she found she 
SCldn't Her w^ents and staff of both centers felt that withdrawing her from the 
JSllJr class to^SeSd Start full time would make the transition easier. She adapted 
tothe change well and was able to say goodbye to her regular teacher. 

J - Child ID #22 
Case Study #10 . • 

Curt was integrated 225 hours starting on a semi-weekly basis and increased to a 
*..n Mmo niarement and transfer into the Child Development program. He immediately 

aM activities. 

r.irt'c lanouaae is delayed and initially was limited to jabbering. As the year 
progr^ ed he"ft tei identffyi'ng objects bj na^ verbally and attempt ng conversa- 
thn rh^^f^van Bv the end of the year, his conversation became more so- 
il?^^S^^d Snd I onen -Jorgot" tSa? he was talkmg to an adult. He felt very free 
?5 shlJI Slth chJldrerbut ;L self conscious when communicating with adults. 

With the exception of language. Curt was functioning at the same level as his 
peers iS thS Chnd Dele^opment program. His teachers and parents felt that this 
program was the most appropriate for him at this time. 

^ ^ f-hi1d ID #23 

Case Study #11 — 

fti-nn wa« intearated into a Head Start Center for 94 hours on a semi -weekly basis. 

The integration experience was very positive for Glenn ^or the first^time. 
nnc'tlw* social contacts and interaction was observed. Self-initiated attempts tu 
c«iJorh?r ^ S;or were >lso observed. Language Inc .e^sed 1n fre,uency and 
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intelligibility. His attention span although, still limited, showed growth at the 
time of his transfer out of the area. 



Case Study #12 Child ID #24 

Dawn was Integrated on a semi-weekly basis for 153 hours In the Head Start Center. 
She quickly made herself ^t home and was very social with the children and teachers. 
She conversed easily with both. Dawn usually attempted to participate In all activities 
and was confortable enough to defend belongings when necessary. 

In both environments there were times when Dawn would function extremely well. 
That is, she would complete tasks such as 12 piece puzzles, object or name identifi- 
cation, matching, etc. However, other days, she would withdraw and not even respond 
to her name or touching. Both behaviors could be observed In any given day in either 
class or be the same in either class for two to three days at a time. Although, 
some of this behavior fluctuation was observed at the beginning of the school year, 
it was much more prevalent after the separation and divorce of her parents. Overall 
growth was limited. 



Case Study #13 Child ID #25 

Laurl was Integrated for 73 hours on a semi-weekly basis with reservations by 
both staffs, due to her low level of functioning. The decision was made to withdraw 
her if it became necessary which It didn't. The children noticed that she didn't 
talk and would tak^ time to discover what she wanted. She was well liked by all and 
was sought after for play activities. She became Involved In grouD social activities 
and made attempts to participate In manipulative activities. 



Case Study #14 Child ID #26 

Otto was integrated for 198 hours semi -weekly for full days due to the distance 
from his home. Head Start Center and Schelby Center. Head Start Vurnished the trans- 
portation for those days. 

Otto adapted quickly to the new situation. He spoke In both Spanish and English 
appropriately and Interacted appropriately with the children. Otto's greatest 
limitations were color Identification and behavior. The behavior In both centers 
was appropriate for his age level by the end of the school year. He never was able to 
properly Identify colors with regularity. However, his skills are sophisticated 
enough that an attempt to Integrate him part time Into kindergarten Is planned for 
fall. 
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